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choices-between retiring and running for reelection, or between running for reelection and seeking higher office. But most of the time, representatives face all three choices simultaneously. Employing a "mother logit" model, we estimate the effects of relevant variables both on pairwise comparisons (conditional probabilities) and on the unconditional probabilities of choosing each one of these three alternatives. Probably most intriguing is our finding that a member's age has little or no effect upon the unconditional probability of running for reelection. The interrelatedness of career options is seen particularly clearly in the case of incumbents who had been redistricted out of their seats. When they had an opportunity to run for higher office, they were likely to take it. Only when they lacked such an opportunity were they more likely than other members to opt for retirement. R esearch on congressional career decisions has largely followed two separate and independent paths. The first concerns the decisions of members of the House of Representatives either to run for reelection or to retire. Many of these studies have sought to explain major shifts in retirement rates over time-the upsurge in retirements that occurred during the 1970s (Cooper and West 1981; Frantzich 1978; Hibbing 1982) , their subsequent decline in the 1980s (Moore and Hibbing 1991) , and the jump of retirement rates to record levels in 1992 (Groseclose and Krehbiel 1993; Jacobson and Dimock 1993). A second major area of inquiry focuses on the decision of House incumbents either to run for reelection or to abandon their seats in order to seek higher officetypically governor or U.S. senator. Adopting the terminology of Schlesinger's (1966) classic study, the latter choice is referred to as progressive ambition. In seeking to explain voluntary departure from the House, most previous studies of congressional career decisions have thus treated these decisions as simple binary choices: (1) retire or not and (2) seek higher office or not.
Most of the time, however, congressmen actually face all three choices-run for reelection, retire, or run for higher office-simultaneously. To examine retirements separately or progressive ambition separately artificially truncates the actual menu of choices that incumbents confront. This point is more than a conceptual or semantic one. Assume, for example, that a particular member has tired of service in the House. With an incumbent of his own party running for reelection in both the gubernatorial and senatorial races in his state, he decides to go back home and practice law. But what if the senate race were instead for an open seat? If he decided to abandon his House seat for a try at the Senate, that representative would be excluded from an analysis of voluntary retirements, because he chose neither to retire nor to run for reelection. Yet at least in this example, the member was as disenchanted of the House as any other retiree. Furthermore, when we see that at a particular point in time a member chooses to retire, we also know that they have not on some previous occasion decided to seek higher office-and vice versa.1
More precisely, previous studies of voluntary retirement were analyzing the conditional probability of members choosing retirement over seeking reelection, given that they had not otherwise chosen to run for higher office. Similarly, studies of progressive ambition were analyzing the conditional probability of seeking higher office versus remaining in the House, given that the member had not otherwise chosen to retire. We learn how a representative chooses from a subset of all possible alternatives but nothing about how the subset was chosen. One major consequence of not simultaneously examining all possible alternatives is a failure to specify relevant variables that enter the choice calculation. For example, previous studies of voluntary retirement have not considered the impact of key variables that affect progressive ambition, such as the desirability of another office and the likelihood of obtaining it. True, these variables probably do not affect the conditional probability of retiring versus seeking reelection. If they increase the probability of House members seeking higher office, however, they necessarily decrease the probability of members choosing the choice subset of {retire, reelection} and thus necessarily decrease the probability of retiring.
We shall formulate an integrated model of congressional career decisions, a model based upon the assumption of expected utility maximization. After a discussion of our estimation strategy, we review the two strands of research identified previously-progressive ambition and voluntary retirement-in order to identify key variables needed to enter into our model. The data used in our analysis are the career decisions made by incumbents serving in the House from the Eightieth through the Ninety-ninth Congresses . Following the lead of previous research, we first estimate the effect of key variables upon each pairwise comparison of choices. However, we then calculate the effect of each significant inde-pendent variable upon the unconditional probability of choosing each of the three alternatives run for reelection, seek higher office, or retire. Our intention here is to draw as complete a picture as possible of how House members choose among their career alternatives. An important contribution of this analysis is the information it reveals about those who choose to stay in the House. Over the past several years, the percentage of incumbents defeated in their reelection bids has usually been quite low (see Figure 1) . To understand the composition of the House and turnover in its membership, it has thus become particularly important to understand why and when incumbents choose to leave the House voluntarily.
AN EXPECTED-UTILITY ANALYSIS OF CONGRESSIONAL CAREER DECISIONS
We assume that representatives are rational in the sense of maximizing expected utility. Consider the choices that House incumbents face at the end of each term. Those who have an opportunity to run for a higher office have the choice set i = {al, a2, a3}, where a, = retire, a2 = run for reelection to the House, and a3 = run for a higher office. Those who do not have an opportunity for higher office choose between a, and a2. Rohde (1979) considers a House member to have such an opportunity if an election is being held in the member's state for a Senate seat or for the governorship and there is no own-party incumbent seeking reelection to the office in question. Given that House members virtually never challenge an incumbent governor or senator of their own party, this would appear to be an appropriate way to proceed.
Under the rationality assumption, a representative chooses option a-if and only if the expected utility of a is greater than that of all other available options. The representative who chooses to retire receives the utility of retirement U1 with certainty, that is, probability Q1 = 1. The representative who chooses to run for reelection wins reelection with probability Q2, receiving utility from the House seat U2, minus the cost of running for reelection C2 and, correspondingly, loses with probability 1 -Q2, receiving U1 -C2. The representative who chooses to run for higher office wins with probability Q3, receiving utility from the higher office seat U3 minus the cost of running for it C3, and loses with probability 1 -Q3, receiving U1 -C3. Let Ej denote the expected utility of choosing option aj. Hence we have 
U2-C2 Ul -C2 U3 -C3 U-QC3
Equation 2 states that expected utility of running for reelection depends upon the probability of winning reelection, the cost of seeking reelection, and the value of a House seat relative to the value of retirement. Similarly, the expected utility of seeking higher office depends upon the probability of winning the higher office, the cost of seeking it, and the value of the higher office relative to the value of retirement. If we knew the values of the Eis (i.e. the expected utilities associated with each choice), we could predict with certainty which one each representative would choose. Unfortunately, their exact values are functions of many variables, which are only partially observable or measurable. The model we estimate thus necessarily includes error, and predictions of choice can be made only in probabilistic terms. Our next task is thus to select a choice model giving the probabilities of choosing to retire, running for reelection, or seeking higher office, based upon the empirical expected utilities of the alternatives.
To avoid making strong assumptions about the nature of the errors in the Es, we adopt what has come to be called the mother logit model (McFadden 1975). As formulated by Train (1986) , let Pi, = f (zin; zjn, a ;? i; sn) be the "true" probability that decision maker n chooses alternative i, where zin is the observed data relating to alternative i faced by decision maker n, zjn is the observed data relating to alternatives other than i, and sn is a vector of characteristics associated with the decision maker. This model imposes no restrictions on the functional form of f. All choice models are special cases of this model, including the standard logit and probit models. where the second fraction is the probability of choosing the subset {1, 2} and the first fraction is the conditional probability of choosing alternative 1 over alternative 2 given that the subset {1, 2} is chosen. This conditional probability has the same functional form as the unconditional probability in the binary choice case, and similar analysis shows that its partial derivatives are signed by (f31 -12).
FACTORS INFLUENCING CONGRESSIONAL CAREER DECISIONS
In order to analyze congressional career decisions within the framework of the model just developed, we need to identify variables that enter the vector X (i.e., that affect the expected utility of competing career choices). The probability term associated with the retirement option Q1 is of course always 1, and this option entails no costs in selecting it. The variable most frequently associated with U1-the value of retirement-is the member's age. Without exception, previous studies in this area observe a positive relationship between age and rates of retirement. Although members who retire from Congress do not necessarily exit the labor force entirely, it is quite to be expected that advancing years induce members to give up a job that is physically, mentally, and emotionally demanding. True, we could also view age as decreasing U2, the value of remaining in the House. Whatever the case, age should act to lower the utility of continuing to serve in the House relative to that of retirement. Turning next to U2, perhaps the first variable that comes to mind is the salary that members are paid. Hibbing (1982) reports some evidence that increases in congressional salaries are associated with a decline in the number of retirements, and the wide variation in salary levels among different state legislatures clearly accounts for much of the variation in the degree of careerism present in the membership (Squire 1988) . Unfortunately, in the U.S. Congress salary levels are the same for all members serving at the same time, change only infrequently, and as Hibbing observes are only one component of the total compensation package. Moreover, the relevant financial calculation incumbents need to make is not salary alone but rather the difference between their congressional salary and what can be earned on the outside in the form of wages or pensions or both. For these reasons, we think it best to focus on other, nonfinancial measures.
It is also probable that some members derive more utility from serving in the House than do others, as power and influence in the House are not uniformly distributed. Most previous studies use members' seniority rankings as an indicator of their place in the House hierarchy, the hypothesis being that more senior members of the House are more powerful and thus less inclined to leave voluntarily. Unfortunately, seniority is highly correlated with age, which is hypothesized to have precisely the opposite effect upon retirement decisions. Another major problem with this variable is that what counts in Congress is not seniority rank on the floor but rather one's place in party or committee. In our view, then, it is those members who are chairmen of a standing committee or who hold a high rank in the party apparatus (i.e., Speaker, majority leader, or whip) who would be expected to place greater value on serving in the House and so be less likely to retire or to run for higher office.
A characteristic that many studies have identified as a major source of job dissatisfaction in the House is minority party status, which, since World War II, has almost always meant being a Republican. Earlier studies focused on party differences in voluntary retirement rates and report evidence of higher rates among House Republicans (Bullock 1972; Frantzich 1978 ). More recently, Gilmour and Rothstein (1993) and Schansberg (1992) stress that Republicans differ from Democrats in their greater propensity to seek higher office. The explanation given for these findings is that minority status implies meager influence upon policymaking and virtually no prospect of a committee or subcommittee chair.
A related hypothesis is that House conservatives, presumably due to ideological frustration, exhibit higher rates of voluntary departure. Frantzich (1978) reports some evidence for this in his analysis of congressional retirements between 1966 and 1974, but by not controlling for party membership, he may have only identified a greater propensity toward retirement of House Republicans. Hibbing (1982) examines this hypothesis by investigating whether or not Southern Democrats or those with high Conservative Coalition scores were more likely to decide to retire.5 His results are generally supportive, but coefficient estimates vary a good deal from equation to equation. A potential problem with the hypotheses that minority party status and conservative ideological tendencies are a source of dissatisfaction is that of rational expectations. In other words, Republican candidates for the House must surely know that their party is unlikely to command a majority. Other conservative candidates for the House surely know that if elected, they are not going to be in the ideological mainstream of the House or even of their party. It is thus not obvious that they should subsequently find minority party status or ideological dis-tinctiveness to be a source of frustration or job dissatisfaction.
Previous research also suggests that important political changes inside and outside of the House arena have turned what used to be a pleasant, rewarding experience into what one observer describes as the "awful empty life of a congressman" (Barnes 1988 ). There are many more votes (often on trivial matters), longer sessions, and increased committee work load. Keeping the job, moreover, requires more trips back and forth between Washington and the district, far more expensive campaigns, and coping with nasty, hard-to-please single-issue groups. Establishing exactly when the Golden Age of Congress ended is problematic, but most scholars point to the early 1970s, with the Subcommittee Bill of Rights, the revolt against the chairmen, and the general assault on the seniority norm seen as watershed events. To be sure, the fact that these reforms were adopted necessarily means that most House members at the time preferred them to the previous regime. Even if they were generally popular, however, the reforms could still have induced higher rates of voluntary departure among the minority of members who were injured by them. And even members who favored the reforms may have found that they made the option of leaving the House more attractive by reducing the payoffs members receive from continued service-by increasing the value of a subcommittee chairmanship vis-a-vis a committee chairmanship, for example.
Whatever the case, during the 1970s dozens of retiring representatives expressed varying degrees of resentment against these reforms, leading congressional scholars to conclude that these changes were largely responsible for the surge in voluntary retirements that took place at this time (Cooper and West 1981; Hibbing 1982) . Similarly, Brace's (1984) probit analysis of progressive ambition indicates that House incumbents were more likely to abandon their seats and seek higher office after the advent of these reforms. In the equation he estimates, he tests this hypothesis by specifying a dummy variable that takes on the value of 1 for individuals serving in the Ninety-first and subsequent Congresses. A problem with this operationalization is that members elected to the House subsequent to the reforms presumably knew what they were in for, and their career decisions should therefore not be influenced by institutional changes that occurred prior to their arrival on Capitol Hill. Consistent with this reasoning is the fact that in the 1980s, the rate of voluntary retirements again declined, returning to the low levels that had been observed in the 1960s (Moore and Hibbing 1991). It is preferable, then, to posit that the effects of the House reforms should be confined to those members elected to the House prior to their implementation.
The next term we need to consider is Q2, the probability that an incumbent will be successful in seeking reelection to the House. Previous researchers have hypothesized that members choose to leave voluntarily rather than take on another campaign entailing an unacceptably low prospect for success (Bullock 1972; Frantzich 1978) . This is of course precisely what our model predicts, but the two measures that have typically been used to test this hypothesismargin of victory in the previous election and a dummy variable indicating that a member's district had been altered due to redistricting-are not without problems. As Mann (1978) and Jacobson (1987) point out, over the past few decades a member's margin in the previous election has become a farfrom-reliable predictor of performance in the next election. Bauer and Hibbing (1989) argue that Jacobson's key finding (i.e., a larger number of incumbents with previously safe electoral margins nonetheless losing the next election) is primarily due to a larger number of them being damaged by redistricting and by scandal (including Watergate). Even if an incumbent's margin of victory in the previous election is a reliable guide to future electoral prospects, however, this does not mean it is an important factor in their career decisions.
Cooper and West (1981), similarly, note that redistricting more often than not increases rather than decreases the electoral security of incumbents, and even when it is injurious the amount of damage may be inconsequential. Still, there are plenty of instances in which it is unambiguously clear that an incumbent's prospects for reelection have been substantially damaged by redistricting. This occurs when large portions of two or more districts are combined into one new district, or when a member's district is abolished completely. In such cases a member can win reelection only by running against and defeating another incumbent-a far more formidable task than defeating the weak, underfinanced challengers incumbents typically run against. Because of the abolition of at-large congressional districts and the constraints imposed by the Supreme Court's "oneperson, one-vote" rulings, incumbents have become considerably more vulnerable in the redistricting process. While 18 and 21 incumbents lost their districts in the Eighty-Second and Eighty-Seventh Congresses, respectively, in the Ninety-Second and Ninety-Seventh Congresses the corresponding totals were 53 and 30.
Besides being redistricted out of a seat, another serious blow that an incumbent representative can suffer is to be caught up in a scandal. Without question, serious charges of severe misconduct have led to the resignation or retirement of dozens of representatives over the years. Previous research indicates that fairly stringent criteria should be used in identifying House incumbents who are tainted by scandal. Peters and Welch (1980) show that lesser accusations (e.g., violations of campaign finance regulations, conflicts of interest, or cronyism in hiring) have little impact on vote totals, so that most incumbents who are targets of such charges have no difficulty winning reelection. We would thus confine our attention to House incumbents who have either been criminally indicted, or who have been charged with acts of ethical or sexual misconduct that are serious enough to capture national attention. By this definition, the total count of scandals in our data is 58.
A variable that might seem to be a straightforward measure of C2, the cost of running for reelection, is the amount of money representatives expend in their reelection bids. The problem is that most of what congressional candidates spend is other people's money, so that the real costs that candidates face are those of inducing individuals and organizations to contribute to them, as well as any political or ethical problems that flow from accepting these contributions. There is also a endogeneity problem, in that the amount of money candidates raise and spend depends upon how badly they want to keep the job. Indeed, we only observe expenditures made by candidates who have decided that the cost of running for reelection is low enough (and the value of the office is high enough) to warrant the effort. This latter problem might be finessed by lagging the campaign expenditures variable, but unfortunately previous expenditures are not all that good an indicator of current campaign expenditures. These same problems, of course, apply to campaign expenditures as a measure of the cost of seeking higher office.
The next term in the X vector to consider is U3, the value of higher office, which, with a few exceptions, is either a governorship or a seat in the U.S. Senate. In this case, of course, the previous research that we have to draw upon comes primarily out of the literature on progressive ambition. Rohde (1979) , first of all, finds that House members are much more likely to seek a seat in the Senate than a governorship. He attributes this (correctly, we think) to the fact that senators serve longer terms than governors and are more likely to win reelection.
As in the literature on voluntary retirement, much attention here has also been focused upon the importance of age. As Schlesinger puts it, "A man can fail to advance in politics as much because he is the wrong age at the wrong time as because he is in the wrong office" (1966, 174). Schlesinger reports that between 1900 and 1958, most members elected to the House for the first time were in their late thirties. Most governors took office for the first time while in their late forties, and most senators in their early fifties-considerably younger, in other words, than the age at which most members typically retire from the House. The implication of these findings is that the option of abandoning one's seat in the House for a chance at higher office would seem to be more attractive for the relatively young. Hain hypothesizes explicitly that "the older a politician is . . . the less likely he is to harbor ambitions to advance" (1974, 265).
Exactly how age enters potentially ambitious House members' utility calculations has never been well specified. Schlesinger suggests that those who enter politics at an early age are politically more ambitious, which is another way of saying that the increase in utility between their current office and the office they aspire to is especially large. In our view, a more plausible hypothesis regarding age is offered by Rohde (1979) . He argues that younger members have typically served fewer terms than older members and are thus more inclined to seek a Senate seat or governorship because they have less to give up by way of power and seniority. In his probit analysis of progressive ambition among House members, Brace (1984) posits age to have a "curvilinear" effect, with both relatively young and relatively old members being less likely to pursue higher office. Because of the high degree of correlation between the age and age2 terms needed to specify this effect, we think it is preferable to entertain the simpler hypothesis that increasing age, contrary to the role it plays in encouraging retirement, discourages House members from seeking higher office.
Previous studies of progressive ambition have been most thorough in analyzing Q3, the probability of winning election to higher office. First, both Rohde (1979) and Brace (1984) find that House members are far more likely to run for an open seat than against an incumbent governor or senator of the opposing party. Both consider the prospect of challenging an incumbent senator or governor of one's own party as so uninviting that for all practical purposes it is no opportunity at all. That House members are more attracted to opportunities than entail a greater chance of success is further borne out by their finding that members from small states exhibit higher rates of progressive ambition than those from larger states. In the view of Rohde and Brace, this is due to the greater degree of commonality between their House district and the entire state. Rohde found this effect to be especially pronounced in states with just one or two congressional districts. We would add that large-state members contemplating a run for higher office confront a larger potential pool of formidable candidates-other House members like themselves. While the likelihood is high that a few will run anyway, many more will be discouraged.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Before estimating our mother logit model of congressional career decisions, we need to detail exactly how the variables discussed are operationalized and, where useful, briefly to reiterate our expectations as to their effects on congressional career decisions.
(1) Age should increase the probability of retirement to the extent that increasing age lowers the utility of remaining in office relative to that of retirement. The entries in this table are consistent with a number of the hypotheses discussed. Those departing to seek higher office are on average much younger than retirees, and in fact are a good deal younger than the average House member seeking reelection. In keeping with the findings of Gilmour and Rothstein (1993) and Schansberg (1992), we see that nearly half of those voluntarily leaving the House are Republicans, compared to a little more than 40% of the incumbents running for reelection during this period. Also in line with their findings is the fact that Republicans appear to be even more overrepresented in the ranks of those seeking higher office than among retirees. The fact that retirees are much more likely than average to be a committee chair or party leader is no doubt a function of their age. Virtually no one gave up such a position to run for higher office. Mean values of the ideological rankings indicate that liberal Democrats are more inclined to seek higher office but that conservative Democrats exhibit a greater propensity to retire. In contrast, ideological position in the party caucus appears not to matter in the career decisions of House Republicans. Hibbing's (1982) findings are also supported by our data in that incumbent representatives who lived through the reforms of the early 1970s exhibit a greater propensity to retire-and, perhaps, a greater propensity to seek higher office as well. Table 1 shows that the typical House incumbent won the previous election by a very large margin. The size of this margin, however, appears to have little bearing on a representative's career decisions. Being redistricted out of a seat is a rare occurrence, but those who fall victim to this outrageous fate are more likely to retire or seek higher office. Not all voluntary departures, it would seem, are all that voluntary. Being the object of a scandal is also associated with a greater propensity to retire, but we observe no instance in which a scandal-plagued incumbent abandoned his seat in the House in order to run for higher office. The entries concerning the opportunity-forhigher-office variables are all consistent with previous research. Incumbent House members find the prospect of being a senator more attractive than that of being a governor. Members of the House also seem to be able to discern a good shot at a Senate seat or governorship when they see one. Those from smaller states are considerably more likely to make a run for higher office, and running for an open seat is a much more attractive prospect than running against an incumbent of the other party.
The findings in Table 1 , of course, are suggestive at best. A real test of our career decision model and the various hypotheses flowing from it requires estimation of the logit model outlined previously. As noted, many members do not have an opportunity to run for higher office, which we deem to exist only if an election is being held in the member's state for a Senate seat or for the governorship and an incumbent of the member's same party is not seeking reelection to the office in question. For this reason, we estimate separate models for those individuals having all three choices and for those whose choices are confined to retire or run for reelection. The two-choice model omits the three dummies that reflect the nature of the opportunities for higher office, which necessarily take on the value of zero for all members of this class. Keep in mind that for members without an opportunity for higher office, the estimated coefficients reflect the impact of the independent variables on the unconditional probability of choosing one option over the other. For the large majority of members who do have the option to run for higher office, the estimates refer to the conditional probability of choosing one option over the other, given that the third option was not chosen. For the sake of brevity and readability we do not repeatedly refer to this fact in our discussion of the analysis.
Results of the logit estimation for members with all three choices and for those with only two are reported in Tables 2 and 3, respectively. Turning first to  Table 2 , each pair of columns reports the coefficients and standard errors for each possible pairwise choice: .31 -I32' retire versus run for reelection; f33 -t82, seek higher office versus run for reelection; and 33 -81, seek higher office versus retire. Note again that all independent variables are specified for each alternative. As indicated earlier, the number of House incumbents who ran for higher office in the face of a serious scandal was zero. As a result, the estimated variances explode, and for that reason we do not report coefficients for the scandal variable where the choice of seeking higher office is available.
We see from column 1 that when it comes to choosing between seeking reelection and retiring, most of the results echo the differences in mean values reported in Table 1 The more remarkable findings in this column; however, may be the null findings-that is, the findings where effects associated with the variables are too small to reject the hypothesis that they are actually zero. Despite the problems that a low margin of victory in the previous election might portend for future electoral prospects, it appears that this does not generally persuade incumbent congressmen to go gently into that good night. Neither, surprisingly, does losing one's seat to redistricting. Nor does there appear to be any relationship between the possession of a committee chair or party leadership position and the conditional probability of retiring. The -.15 coefficient is in the expected direction but statistically indistinguishable from zero.7
This last finding suggests to us that for most members, a seat in the House is in itself so valuable that any increase in utility derived from a committee or party leadership position is in an area of their utility function where marginal returns are rapidly diminishing. This naturally calls into question the argument that Republicans are more likely to leave the House (either by retiring or by running for higher office) because they are frozen out of leadership positions. Perhaps it is also the case that the rewards of holding such positions, especially for older members, must be weighed against the costs of a heavierthan-normal work load and set of responsibilities. Presumably, an aging member could always choose to resign a committee chair while remaining in the House (a sort of chairman emeritus), but we are aware of no one who has done so voluntarily. Whatever the case, this finding runs contrary to the popular image of geriatric committee chairmen hanging around, long into their dotage, to retain their coveted prize as long as possible. Perhaps congressional observers have fallen prey to something of a perceptual bias. Because it takes many terms of service in the House to advance up the seniority ladder and become chairman of a committee, most committee chairmen ,re pretty old. But this does not mean that most old members are chairmen. And once age, party, and several other factors are taken into account, possession of a committee or party leadership position does not appear to encourage members to put off retirement any longer than they would have otherwise.8
Turning to the coefficients in column 2 showing effects on the choice between running for reelection versus seeking higher office, we see that Rohde's findings concerning the structure of opportunities for higher office are strongly supported. Members from smaller states are considerably more likely to make a run for higher office. Running for an open seat is a much more attractive prospect for House members than running against an incumbent governor or Senator of the other party, and the large size of the Senate election dummy also coincides with Rohde's finding that members of the House are much more likely to be attracted by a shot at the Senate than by a governorship. Although members who are redistricted out of their seats appear no more likely to choose retirement, they are more likely to seek higher office.9 Older members are relatively less likely to seek a Senate seat or governorship, while liberal Democrats and those who were in office during the reforms of the early 1970s are more likely. The sign of the coefficient associated with the chair/leader dummy is consistent with the hypothesis that House leaders are less likely to seek higher office, but the coefficient does not achieve conventional levels of statistical significance.
These findings are thus broadly consistent with the patterns observed in Table 1 and in previous research. This is not true of our findings concerning House Republicans. Our estimates indicate that they were no more likely than Democratic members to seek higher office rather than run for reelection. (The negative sign of the coefficient is actually in the opposite direction of that predicted.) This is contrary to what Gilmour and Rothstein (1993) observe, namely, that the higher rate of Republican departures from the House is almost entirely due to greater progressive ambition. One possible reason for this discrepancy is that our analysis extends much farther back into time than theirs. Specifically, our data series includes a period (the late 1940s and early 1950s) when the Republicans actually controlled the House for a couple of Congresses and so had not yet been relegated to "permanent minority" status. We therefore modified the Republican party dummy variable to take on the value of 1 only after the 1958 election, figuring that it was about then that the Republicans began abandoning all realistic hope of retaking the House in the foreseeable future. This change moved the estimated coefficient in the predicted (positive direction), but only by a small amount.
We therefore think that the major reason for the difference between our findings and those of Gilmour and Rothstein is due not to differences in our data series but rather to the fact that we control for a broad range of other variables in which there are differences between Republican and Democratic House members. First, it should be remembered that the zeroorder comparisons in Table 1 , which are based upon our entire data series but do not control for these other factors, echo their finding of greater progressive ambition among Republicans. We also find that during the period of our study Republicans were about 10% less likely than Democrats to be blocked by an incumbent governor or senator of their own party. Republican members also tended to come from states with smaller congressional delegations and were somewhat more likely to be redistricted out of their seat. All these factors would predispose Republicans to higher rates of progressive ambition. We think that age differences also worked in this direction, but here, the difference in data sets does matter. Although there is no discernible difference between the average age of Republican and Democratic members in our data series, during the time frame of Gilmour and Rothstein's study Republicans were nearly two years younger on average than Democrats.
As indicated earlier, studies of congressional career decisions typically focus on one of two binary choices-retire versus run for reelection or seek higher office versus run for reelection. In an analysis of "congressional quits," Schansberg (1992) examines the third possible choice pair, retire versus seek higher office. Our analysis of the conditional probability of choosing to seek higher office versus retire is reported in Table 2 , column 3. The coefficients and standard errors were obtained by estimating the model with the first alternative, retirement, as the base of normalization. It can be seen that each coefficient here necessarily equals the coefficient in column 2 minus the corresponding coefficient in column 1. We see here that the probability of choosing to retire rather than seek higher office was dramatically higher for older members, for Republicans, and for conservative Democrats. In contrast, favorable values on the opportunity variables (district-to-state ratio, Senate election, and the two open-seat variables) predisposed members to make the opposite choice.
A possibility that occurred to us while undertaking this analysis was that congressional career decisions might be modeled more accurately by a tree structure. In our introduction, we described the hypothetical situation of a member who, having decided to leave the House, was choosing between running for the Senate or getting out of politics entirely. Alternatively, members may first decide whether to run for higher office or not and if not, then decide whether to seek reelection or to retire. If decisions follow such a tree structure (i.e., one prior choice followed by a choice between two "similar" alternatives), then a model that specifically allows for correlation between the error terms of the two alternatives (e.g., a nested logit model) may be appropriate. We estimated such models but found that the similarity parameters were outside of the admissible range for proper probability choice models. The results of our logit analysis for House members whose career choices were confined to either running for reelection or retiring are reported in Table 3 . For the most part, the coefficients reported here are indistinguishable from the coefficients in the corresponding I81 -132 column in Table 2 .10 There is one crucial exception, namely, the case of the redistricting variable. In contrast to the tiny .16 coefficient in Table  2 , the 1.54 coefficient reported here is quite large and statistically significant. We see, then, that House incumbents who have been redistricted out of their seats are far more likely than other House members to seek higher office when that option is available but no more likely to retire. Retirement is chosen with a much higher probability than usual, however, when the opportunity to seek higher office does not exist. In our view, this finding illustrates better than perhaps any other the importance of analyzing all congressional career options simultaneously.
CALCULATION OF UNCONDITIONAL CHOICE PROBABILITIES
Although some of the findings reported in Table 2 are new, the analysis reported there does not take us much beyond previous research on voluntary retirement and on progressive ambition. As in prior studies, the coefficients register only the effect of the independent variables upon conditional choice probabilities in the various pairwise comparisons. As we have argued, however, a deeper understanding of congressional career decisions requires us to go beyond the separate consideration of binary choices. The real value of the logit analyses we have undertaken is that the results allow us to estimate effects of key variables upon the unconditional probability of selecting among the three options retire, run for reelection, and seek higher office. To do this, we need to compute the elasticities of the choice probabilities. This is the percentage change in the probability of selecting a particular choice (holding other variables constant), given a percentage change in an independent variable-that is, a log P 3p x dlogP 3xP
For dummy variables, we need to calculate the percentage change in choice probabilities with respect to the change from 0 to 1, holding other variables constant. The average effects on choice probabilities of all independent variables with statistically significant coefficients in Table 2 are reported in Table 4 . (These were computed only for members with all three choices available.) Note that proper interpretation of the elasticities requires taking into account the typical probabilities associated with each choice and the range of the independent variables. For example, the 3.89 elasticity of P3 with respect to a change in the redistricting dummy from 0 to 1 implies a 389% increase in the probability of seeking higher office, say from a typical value of 3% to over 14%. In contrast, the -.15 elasticity of P2 with respect to the same variable implies that being redistricted out of their seat decreases the probability of incumbents running for reelection from perhaps 92% down to 78%. Table 4 , row 1 (pertaining to the age variable) clearly illustrates the difference this makes in the nature of the inferences we draw from the data on congressional career decisions. Recall from Table 2 that the younger the members, the higher the conditional probability that they choose to run for reelection versus retire. But this does not mean that they have a significantly higher unconditional probability of remaining in the House. As we also know from Table  2 , younger members were also more likely to abandon the House in order to seek higher office. The resultant elasticity of P2 (choosing to run for reelection) with respect to age of -.09 implies that a 20% increase in a member's age (e.g., from 50 to 60) lowers their probability of seeking reelection by a negligible 1.8% (e.g., from 94% to 92.3%). Given the strong effect of age upon the conditional probability of retiring, voters in congressional elections might be persuaded to vote for younger candidates in the belief that they would have a greater likelihood of eventually becoming a party or committee leader. That age has little effect upon the unconditional probability of choosing to run for reelection, however, implies that it makes little sense for voters to practice this sort of age discrimination. The effects of a member's ideological position in the Democratic Caucus operate in a similar manner. As indicated in Table 2 , conservative Democrats are more likely than liberal Democrats (all other things constant) to choose to retire rather than run for reelection. But because liberal Democrats are more likely to run for higher office, the effect of ideological position upon the unconditional probability of running for reelection is practically zero.
Effects of Key Independent Variables Upon
As it turns out, the only variables that do have a dramatic (negative) effect on the unconditional probability of choosing to run for reelection are the scandal and redistricting variables. While redistricting dramatically increases the probability of choosing to seek higher office, the major impact of scandal is to make retirement a much more attractive option. The figures in Table 4 also confirm that Republicans differ from Democrats primarily in their greater propensity to choose retirement, and are only slightly less likely to run for either reelection or higher office. Continuing down the table, we see that favorable values of the variables registering the nature of the opportunities for higher office obviously exert a strong impact upon P3. Interestingly, the effects of the variables reflecting the nature of available opportunities for higher office, though small, are virtually identical for P1 and P2. We saw in Table 2 that these opportunity variables did not affect the conditional probability of choosing to retire versus running for reelection to the House. It is hard to see why they should. To the extent that such variables increase the probability of House members seeking higher office, however, they necessarily decrease the probability of choosing the subset of {retire, reelection} and thus necessarily decrease the probability of retiring.
CONCLUSION
Many of the results produced in our analysis support those of previous researchers. In the case of the choice between retiring and running for reelection, for example, we find clear support for Hibbing's (1982) hypotheses about the greater likelihood of conservative Democrats, Republicans, and members who had experienced the reforms of the early 1970s to choose retirement. We also find consistent support for Rohde's (1979) hypotheses about the effect of the opportunity structure confronting House incumbents upon their probability of choosing to run for higher office, rather than for reelection to the House. However, our results, especially those concerning the unconditional probability of members choosing either to run for reelection, seek higher office, or retire, shed some new light onto the nature of congressional career decisions. Notably, we find that knowing the age of a member of the House tells you virtually nothing about the likelihood that he or she will run for reelection, that formal committee and party leadership positions and previous vote margins do not appear to figure into House members' career decisions, and that House Republicans exhibit no higher a level of progressive ambition than do Democrats. Finally, the interrelatedness of congressional career options is seen particularly clearly in the decisions made by those incumbents who had the dubious distinction of being redistricted out of their seats. When they had an opportunity to run for higher office, they were inclined to take it. Only when they lacked such an opportunity were they more likely than other members to opt for retirement.
We would like to conclude with a number of observations concerning the implications of our findings and to point to what we think are some potentially fruitful avenues for future research. The first issue we would raise is an econometric one. In our data, individual members are sampled every Congress in which they serve in the House. It is therefore likely that some degree of autocorrelation in the errors of the expected utility functions is present. The fact that the cross-sectional sample size is far larger than the number of repetitions (the data set includes nearly two thousand different individuals, who on average serve only about five terms) probably serves to alleviate this problem but does not eliminate it. We expect that the performance of the model would be improved if information about the error structure were explicitly incorporated. Developing a theoretically sound model that does this and that remains computationally feasible is a high priority for future research.
As indicated earlier, in an era in which very few incumbents stumble at the polls, it is the joint effects of progressive ambition and voluntary retirement that largely determine the composition of the House of Representatives. In understanding the impact of these career decisions upon the nature of the House membership, it should also be realized that the effects of these decisions are cumulative. 
